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APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF 

SIR/MADAM: 

This Reply Brief is submitted in response to the Examiner's 
Answer dated October 19, 2007. In the Examiner's Answer, the 
Examiner raised at least two new points of argument. 
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I. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-10 and 14-19 are pending in this patent application. 
A copy of the claims was appended as the Appendix to the Appeal 
Brief. Claims 1-10 and 14-19 were finally rejected by the Examiner 
in a Final Rejection dated August 3, 2 004 and are hereby on appeal. 
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II. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 



1. Would Claims 1, 2, 4-9, 14-17 and 19 have been obvious under 35 
U.S.C. §103 (a) to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of Appellant's invention over Ohm (U.S. Patent No. 6,356,874) in 
view of Stanis et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,135,241)? 

2. Would Claims 3, 10 and 18 have been obvious under 3 5 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Appellant's invention over Ohm (U.S. Patent No. 6,356,874) in view 
of Stanis et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,135,241) and further in view of 
Bruno et al . (U.S. Patent No. 6,289,088)? 
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III. ARGUMENT 

A. OHRN FAILS TO TEACH OR SUGGEST A PLURALITY OF 
HEALTHCARE PROVIDERS 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner admits that Appellant's 

argument that Stennis et al . teach only one health care provider 
rather than a plurality of providers is convincing. However, the 
Examiner alleges that Ohrn is relied upon to teach the plurality of 
providers and that Stennis et al . are relied upon for the teaching 
of the healthcare provider with vacant rooms. However, Appellant 
respectfully contends that Ohm also fails to teach or suggest a 
plurality of providers as required by Appellant's claimed 
invention . 

Contrary to that taught by Stennis et al . and/or Ohrn, taken 
singly or in combination, Claims 1 and 14 require inputting bed 
availability information for a plurality of healthcare providers. 
Ohrn merely teaches "hotels which have vacant rooms." (col. 5, 
lines 4 0 and 41) . Therefore, nowhere does Ohrn teach or suggest a 
plurality of healthcare providers as required by Claims 1 and 14. 
Further, the teaching of Ohrn does not remedy the deficiencies of 
Stennis et al. 

In addition, Appellant submits that the differences between 
the subject matter of Appellant's invention and that of Ohrn and 
Stennis et al . are such that the subject matter as a whole would 
not have been obvious at the time of Appellant's invention to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
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matter pertains. The hotel room vacancy of Ohrn is not the same 
field of art as the hospital bed availability of Stennis et al . 
Customers frequent hotels for a shortterm place to stay whereas 
patients check into hospitals to receive medical treatment and 
often are not discharged and, on occasion will maintain the bed 
until the patient's death. Therefore, the combination of Ohrn and 
Stennis et al . to produce Appellant's claimed invention would not 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of Appelant' s invention. 

Ohrn fails to remedy the deficiencies of Stennis et al . as 
applied to Claim 14, as discussed above. Thus, Ohrn and Stennis et 
al. do not render obvious Claims 1 and 14, even assuming that they 
are properly combinable. Therefore, Examiner has not established 
prima facie obviousness as required under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) . 
Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests withdrawal of the 35 
U.S.C. §103 (a) rejection of Claims 1 and 14 in view of Ohrn and 
Stennis et al., taken singly or in combination, for at least the 
reasons above . 

B. CLAIM 14 REQUIRES INPUTTING INFORMATION REGARDING THE 
MEDICAL CONDITION OF THE PATIENT 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner alleges that Claim 14 

differs from Claim 1 in that Claim 14 does not include the same 

level of detail as Claim 1 regarding medical condition of the 

patient, but merely patient data. However, Claim 14 requires means 
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for inputting information of the patient into a form via the 
computer network. Further, Claim 14 requires means for comparing 
the information of the patient in the database to the bed 
availability information in the database to obtain each of the 
plurality of healthcare facilities for treating the patient. 

Still further, Claim 14 requires means for determining if a 
bed in the plurality of beds at each of the plurality of healthcare 
facilities for treating the patient is available based on the 
information of the patient in the database. Contrary to the 
assertions of the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer, Appellant 
respectfully submits that Claim 14 requires inputting patient 
medical data. Namely, Claim 14 requires means for comparing the 
patient information to appropriate healthcare facilities for 
treating the patient. Appellant's system would not be able to 
determine appropriate patient treatment facilities without any 
information regarding the medical condition of the patient. 

Therefore, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Claim 14 
requires detail regarding information relating to the medical 
condition of the patient. Further, the information relating to 
the medical condition of the patient structurally limits Claim 14. 
Appellant submits that Ohm in view of Stanis et al . , taken singly 
or in combination, does not teach or suggest the limitation of 
information relating to the medical condition of the patient. 
Thus, Ohm and Stennis et al . , taken singly or in combination do 
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not render obvious Claim 14 . 

In view of the foregoing, the Examiner has not established a 
prima facie case of obviousness as required under 3 5 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) . Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests the 
withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) of Claim 14 as 
unpatentable over Ohm in view of Stennis et al . , for at least the 
reasons above. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Appellant respectfully 
submits that all of the claims in the application are in allowable 
form and requests the Board to reverse the rejections of the 
Examiner. 

"He? 
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